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noted the nc:c:d for a bearing on whether the rates were cost-based. ~, 18. Neither an

arbitrator nor the State Commission ha.! yet found tha.t SBC's rates comply with these critic:a1

statutory requirements.

C. SBC Is Ndtbu Provid!n& Nor OffcriDI Non~rimiDatory Acce:ss To Its
OpenatiOl18 Support Systems.

Even if SBC were willing to provide everything else that the Act requires on fair and

noncliJcrimin.atory terms, the simple fact would remain that AT&T and other CLECs still lack

the ability to order and provUion services for customers though electronic interfaces with SBC's

operations support sY3tems ("OSS"). The importance of scrutinizin, the extent to which CLECs

arc provided nondiscriminatory acc:ess (0 SBC's operations support systems cannot be overstated.

As the Commission found in the Lcx.al Competition Order, Wit is absolutely nece'$ilTV for

competitive c:a.rrit:rs to have ao:::es.s to operations' support systems functicms in order .to

successfully enter the local service market.· Order' 521 (emphasis added).J' And under

Section 25 I(c)(3) , an incumbent LEe must provide competitive carriers with electronic access

to the incumbent's OSS that is at least "the same· as or "equal to" what it provides to itself.

Order " 518, 519, 523; X!.: Pfau Aff. , 10. Accordingly, the Commission ordered incumbent

LEe! to provide nondiscriminatory access by January 1, 1997. Order" 316, 516-17, 525.

14 ~ also id... 1 322 ("opc.rations support systems functions are e.,sential to the ability of
competitDn to provide~ in a fully competitive local service market-); ki. 1S18 rif
competing c:arrien are unable to p:rfonn me functions of pre-<lrdering, ordering,
provisioning, maintenance and repair, and billing for network clements and resale servicc3 in
substantially the I811lC time and manner that an incumbent can for itself, competing carriers
will be srn:relY digdyamaeerl jf nOi precluded altptethcr, from fairly competinf')
(emph..ues added).

·28-



ALtT Cqm· - SIC DkkboR

In its Second Order on R.econsideration. the Commisaion cla.rifi.ed that it would no( take

enforcement action against a oon-complying LEe if, by January I. 1997, the LEe had

-e3tabllih[cd] and ma[de] known to requesting carriers the interface design specifications that

the incumbent LEC will use to provide accr:ss to ass functions.· Second Order OD Recons. , 8

(CC :Dc:x:b:t No. 96-98 (released Dec. 13 , 1996). The Commission n:affirmcd, however,

(1) lhat incumbent LECs mll!lt provide access to operations suppon systems on terms and

conditiocu "equal to the terms and conditions on which an incumbent LEe provisions such

dements to itself or its customers" Wl19); (2) lMt the -actual provirioo w of such access -must

be governed by an implementation schedule· lliL. 1 8); and (3) that -incumbent LEes that do

not provide access to ass functions, in attordance with the Fint Repon tJlId Orde" are not in

full compliance with section 251." lih 1 11 & n.32 (citing I 271(c)(2)(B».

Given that SBC', implementation schedule cxte:lds far beyond this spring, the notion that

SBC can claim today to have met its ass obligations is absurd 00 its face. ~ Dalton Aff.

"38, 51 k n.21, 64. Indeed, there are three fundamental deficiencies in SBC's ass

complW1ce to date.

1. IlNE-PJat!9rm. First. by DOt yet providing AT&T with specifications for

ordering combimtions of unbundled elements, SBC has not complied even with the

Commission's inu:rim requimnent that SBC "estabfuh and make known" all interface

spccific:atiOlU by January 1, 1997. Indeed, to achieve the kind of cooperative interconnection

contempla.tcd by the Act. it u inconceivable that an incumbent could provide even specifications

without 1int discuuing interf6c.c i.uues with all interested CLECs. Yet, (ie.,pite repeated

Rqucsu from AT&T beginning in June, 1996. and despite arbitration decisions in five states
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(including Oklahoma), SBC has resisted making serious effons to develop, let alone test,

dect:rocic: interfaces for serving customen via the platform and other combination! of unbundled

elemenu. FalcoocJTumer Aff. , 10; Dalton Aff. 11 38-43. SBC Wa! willing tD addres.5 only

a limited fonn of the platfonn in negotiations fu1.. " 40-42) and it" conduct since then hal fa1lea

equally short of providing nondiscrirninaLory OSS access for ordering and provisioning UNEs.

2. Resale. Se:cond, SBC has not shown and cannot show that iu interfaces

for resale are operationally ready. This is a stark failure, for SBC's resistance to competition

via unbundled network: element! has required AT&T to fcx:us iu initial market entry efforts on

resale. Here, too, th.ere have been delays. For example, it is inc:reasingly clear that SBC will.

not meet the key target da~ set forth in the implementation schedule for ass interlaces adopted

by the Oklahoma col1UI1Wion in the SBC-AT&T arbilration. 1S Nevertheless, AT&T expecU

to begin testing SBC's Daagate and EDI interfaces for p~rde:ring and ordering, respectively,

in Teu.s on May 20, 1997. and hope3 to comple~ testing by August. Dalton Aff. " Sl &.

n.21, 64.

Experience suggesu, however, that the actual time that will be Deeded to &et these

in.t.c:rfiGe:s ope:rati.onally ready u uncertain. For example, SBC's merger partner, Pacific: Telesis,

led AT&T to believe month! ago that its electronic interfa.ce.s were operationally ready and able

to handle competitively significant volumes of orders on a nondiscriminatory basis. This proved

to be untrue: Without fint advising AT&T, Pacific Telesis resorted to manual p~ing of

AT&T's ord.en. The backlog of pending AT&T ordC'J"3 eventually became so great that AT&T

u Awligtioo ofAT&I, No. PUD 960000218, Report and Recommendations pp. 6-7
(Nov. 13, 1996) and Order p. 4 (Deamber 12, 1996); Dalton Aff. " 51 &£ 0.21,64.
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wa.s compelled aipU.ficantly to curtail its marketing e.fforo in California. Dalton Aff. , 63.

AT.tT's experience with Pacific Tele.iis underscores that a BaC's mere assertion that its

electronic intcrface3 will provide nondiscriminatory access c:annot be accepted until experience

proves that the as3Crtion is true.

To ac.cderate market entry in Oklahoma, AT&T recently decided to te!t SBC's

proprietary Consu.mcr Easy Access Sales Environment (·C-EASE") system for pee.ordcring,

ordering, and provisioning resale service to residential cuStOmers. Even if the testing confirms

that C-EASE work! as promised, however, C-EASE is not an adequate substitute for the

electronic inLerfa.ces with SEC's ass that the Act requires. It is at best an interim solution that

may enable AT&T to enter the residential market in a limited way before the Dataga.te and EDI

int.c:rf3.c:es arc ready.

The limitations of C-EASE are inherent in its nature. C-EASE is Dot an iIw:rface that

allows AT&T's systems to communicate with SBC's systems. Rather, C-EASE requires an

AT&T service representative to act as an interface between the two systems, entering cwtome.r

information lint into the SBC system, and second into the AT&T system. 'This duplication of

effort~ not only the time and C03t of cunomer service but also the risk of error. Dalton

Aft. " 47-50,53-60. Even far simple residential orde.n, C-EASE will not provide AT&T with

~s to SBC's ass on terms and conditions -equal to the terms and conditiolU on whith [SBC]

provi.iiOD~ such dements to it3elf or its customers.· Second Order on Re.coo. , 9.

Moreover, C-EASE is limited to simple residential resale orders. It cannot be used to

order unbundled network clements. Dalton Aff. , 47. Even far resale
J

it cannot be used to

submit supplementl1 order3, nor can it be used for -partial migrations, - when: a customer seeks
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to move only lOme of iu lines to a differmt c:.arrier. Id... 154 & n.23. And SBC's c.ountDpart

syltan for bu.sinc.sa orden (eB-EASE-), which uses a different operating system, is so limited

in its c.apabiliw aJ to be unworkable even as an interim, stop-gap measure. ~ " SO, 57-59.

SBC's cKhc' resale interfaces (for repair, main~cc, and billing) Wo are not opentionally

ready. ld.." 71-76.

3. NODdhqimipstOry Perlow,nce. But even ifi!!ofSBC's electronicOSS

inle1:bces were operationally mLdy. that alone would Dot demonstrate that SBC was providing

AT&T and other O.ECs with -nondiscriminatory~S· as requin:d by Section 2S1(cX3j. To

make that showing, SBC must commit to a set of performance measures and produce data that

ckmonmate thaI the ass access that CLECs are receiving is in fact equivalent in terms of

availability, timeline.s!, accuracy, and completeness to the ass acc:e.s.s that SBC providc:s to its

oWn customer rq>resentatives. Pfau Aff. , 7.

Of COW"Se, SBC cannot begin to make the required showing at this time because DO

carrier u yet even being provided with electronic access.. But SBC has refused even to commit

to a memiDgful measurement plan. Such a plan is essential to permit an objective and vaifiable

a.DeSSffiClt in the future of any claim that SBC is providing CLECs with nonefucriminatory

~. 1d...,' 11-12.·'

J6 The genenl !efVice qualiry objectives set by the Oldahoma Corporation Commission
arc no substitute for a mea.roremcnt plan. because those objectives address only a limited
nngc of service3 and cst3blish oul.e:r limit.3 on performance to avoid sanctions. PfaD Aff.
, 15. They do not provide the basis for the comparison that Section 251(c)(3) aDd the
Commiasion'J l.oca.I Competition Order requires. which b whether CLEC.s are recdving
~ that is at lea.!t ·'the same'· as, or '''equal to,'· the OSS access that SBC provides to
iu own customer repre3entativ~. ld...' 10 (citatioD.! omitted).
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I. TI'\UODl:CTION AND OliAI meAnONS

1. My name is Nancy Dalton. My busiDe&s address is 5501 LBJ Freeway,

Dallas, Texas. I am Southwest Region Business Planning Vice President for AT&T Corp.

( "AT&T"). In this position, I have responsibility for business planning for local service

ma.rlcet entry and for negotiations with incumbent Local Exchange Carners ("LEes") [0

facilitate such market eotry. I am the lead negotiator on behalf of AT&T with Southwestern

Bell Telephone Company ("SViBT"), and I have overall management responsibility for the

SVlBT negotiations. Among the matten I nave personally focused on in these negotiatioa.s is

ensuring SWBT's provision to AT&T of reasonable and adequaIe electronic interfaces for

Operations Suppon Systems ("OSS") throughout SvrBT's five-state repon.

2. I attended and graduared from the Burden School, a business scbool in

Boston, Massachusetts.

3. Since joining AT&T in 1984, I have held positions in Business

Communications Services CBCS"), with responsibility for handling customer inquiries <e.g .. ,
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billing); BCS, with responsibility for developing customer service methods and procedures;

Network Services, v..ith responsibility as a project manager for AT&T network-related billinc:r
c

conversions required to convert specific functions from LEes to AT&T; Consumer

Communications Services ("CCS"), with responsibility as a project manager for billing

processes for AT&T calline-card and operator-handled calls ~, usage rerording, rating,

message processing, bill calculation, bill rendering, payment processing, customer serviee,

collections, and joumalization); CCS, with responsibility for the AT&T Baldridge

Application research and site visit teams; and the Consumer Communications Local Services

Organization, with responsibility for local market entry planning. In March 1996, I accepted

my current position in the Loeal Services Organ.i.z.ation, where I am responsible for

Southwest Region business planning and negotiations.

4. I have testified on behalf of AT&T in recent local service arbitrations.

as well as before the Oklahoma Corporation Commission ("Oklahoma commission "'1 on April

15, 1997, regarding ass issues in connection with SWBT's current application for Section

271 interLATA authority.

n. fl,'RPOSE A.W Sl.JJyL\:lARY OF AFFIDAVIT

5. The purpose of this Affidavit is to discuss S'WBT's as~nion lbat it ha.5

me( the requirements of Sections 251 and 271 of the Communications Act of 1934, as

amended by the Telecommunications Act of 1996 ("Act"), with respect to OSS.

6. S\VBT has failed to meet the stanltory requirements for the provision of

nondi5criminatory electronic access to irs OSS, both as regards its existing interconnection

.1ctl"fCements and DegotiatioD of an interconnection agr-...ement with AT&T, and as regards its

- 2 -
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SGAT. As S"WBT affIant Elizabeth Ham has acknowledged, S"WB! is obligated to provide

competitive local exchange carriers ("CLEes") vr'itb "at least equivalect electronic al.:cess" to

its OSS. l nus means that the ass access provided to CLEes by SVr"BT must be at least

-the same" as,:! or "equal to,"3 the OSS access that SVlBT provides to its own customer

service representatives in terms of timeliness, accuracy, and reliability. S\VBT's failure to

comply with these stand.a.rds is very troubling I because proper implementation of

nocdiscriminalory OSS access is a key component of tbe ability of AT&T, Of any other

CLEC, to enter into a given local market in a manner that genuinely enables the CLEe to

compete with the incumbent LEC. ![ is no exaggeration to say tbat electronic acces~ [0

SWBT's ass for pre-ordering, ordering, proVisioning, repair and main[enance. and billing

1 Affidavit of Elizabeth A. Ham (Tab T), " 4-5, 59, gyodnr Second Order on
Reconsideration, Implementation of the Local Competition Provisions in the
:illUQmmunicatioos Act of 1996, ce Docket No. 96-98 (released December 13. 1996)
('"Second Order on Recon."), 19.

: First Report and Order, Implementation of the Local Competition Provisions in the
TelecQmmunicatiQDs Act of 1996, CC Docket No. 96-98 (released August 8, 1996) ("'Local
Competition Order"), , 523 ("the incumbent must provide the same access tQ compl:ting
providers" that it provides to its own customer service representatives); , 316 ("tbe
incumbent must provide access to [OSS] functions under the s.ame tenDS and conditions that
they provide services to themselves or their customers"); , 518 (competini providers must be
provided with tbe ability "to perfQrm the functiQns of pre-ordering, ordering, provisioning,
m.a.intenance and repair, and billini for network elements and resale services in substantially
the same time and manner that an incumbent can fQr itself") (emphasis added).

3 ~ UL., , 519 (generally relying upon state commission orders "Qrderin: incumbent LECs
to provide interfaces fOf [aSS] access egual to that the incumbent provides itself'); 1315
(access must be provided on terms tba.I are "eQual to the terms and conditions under which
the incumbent LEe provisions sucb elements to itself'); Second Order on Recan., ~ 9 (OSS
access must be "at least equivalent" or "equal to" the access that the incumbeot LEe
provides to itself) (emphasis added).

- 3 -
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functions at parity with S"!BT v.:ill be a critical (if not the most critical) determinant of

AT&T's and other new entrants I ability to provide effective local service competition ..l This

is because cues need these systems in order to ensure that customers obtain the services

they want, when they want them, with the quality they demand, and with timely and accurate

billing for the services provided. Customer satisfaction on such matters is particularly

important to new entrants trying [0 convince customers that switching from SVlBT [0 a

different local carrier will not be a "hassle" and ~'ill provide an overall service experience at

least as good as the customers now experience with SWBT.

7. S~T's proposed ass inteIfaces are not yet ready to suppon local

service market entry at reasonable volume levels such as those planned by AT&T and,

presumably, other large CLECs as well. S'WBT thus far has not even reached the stage of

offering any interface specifications that would make it feasible for AT&T to offer local

service by means of the unbundled netWork element CUNE") platform (i.e., the combination

of all oW\!ork elements required to provide loca.1 service to customers) that was specifically

authorized in .the Act.' Development of OS S interfaces for UNEs remains miI-...d in the fmt

4 The Commission has found that nondiscriminatory access to OSS is "absolutely necessary"
and indeed "critical." Local Competition Order, , 521; Second Order on Recen., 1 11.

.1 Paragraph 251 (c)(3) of the Act states: ..A.n incumbent local exchange carrier shall provide
such unbundled netwon: elements in a manner that allows requesting carriers to combine
such elements in order to provide such telecommunications service." This Commission's
Local Competition Order further makes clear that incumbent LEes such as SWBT must
provide unrestrictea access to UNEs and combi..n.ations of UNEs. ~ Local Competition
Order, " 329, 331, 340, 536. As expLtined in the accompan)'ing Affidavit of Roben
Falcone and Steven Turner, the platform AT&T s~k.s to use Q:ould consist of the unbundled
loop, network interconnect device, local switching, shared and dedicated transport, signaling
and call-relaIed databases, and tandem switching.

- 4 -
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of seven necessary work stages, as discussed bel0 'Ol' • As described more fully in the

accompanying Affidavit of Ria.n Wren, S'WBT's failure to provide ass access for the UNE

platform is simply one aspect of its overall strategy of trying to discourage use of the

platform at every tum.

8. SW'BT also has not yet provided nondiscriminaIory OSS access for

resold services. A5 discussed in detai.l below . AT&T and SV/BT have agreed to use a

specific set of electronic interfaces in order to achieve nondiscriminatory OSS access,

including DataGaIe for pre-ordering functions and Electronic Data Interchange ("EDI") for

ordering and provisioning. However, S'WBT will not have tbe~ interfaces available as

agreed. Therefore, in order to avoid further delays before it can offer local exchange service

to residential customers, AT&T b.a.s had to agree, as a temporary and inadequate alternative

to such nondi~rimi.natoryass access, to U5e cenain proprietary SWBT systems -- such as

the Consumer Easy Access Sales Environment ("C-EASE") system for pre-ordering,

orderin~, and provisioning - to obtain limited access to essential ass functions. However,

these internal SW'BT systems have inherent deficiencies such that they will not provide

AT&T's customer service repr-....sectatives with the same timeliness, accuracy, or reliability

that S'WBT's own ~re.senta.tiveswill ~ive. Moreover, a:i regards the interfaces that

AT&T belkves have the potential to provide parity ass access -- and that S"WBT bas a~~

to provide - key dc:velopment issues are still being negotiated, and SV,'BT is still in the

prcx:ess of clarifying and supplementing its own interface specifications. Also, testing of tbe

critical pre-ordering, ordering, and provisioning interfaces (including the stop-gap C·EASE

system) has not been completed, and therefore AT&T cannot yet advise this Commission 00
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the adequacy of the test results. Once such results are obtained, S"WBT and AT&T will need

to work jointly to address any problems that are revealed, before these interfaces can be

implemented in the marketplace. In sum, S'WBT is far from being able to provide CLECs

with reliable and nondiscrim.inatory electronic access to its ass capabilities.

m. PROVISION OF OPERATIONS SuppoRT SYSTEMS IS ;SOT COMFLETE.

A. Full, Efficient, and Effective OSS Interlaces Are Essential To All CLECs
Both For Resale And For The 1..!r,"E Platform .

9. Operations suppon systems are the computer·based systems and

databases that telecommunications carriers use for a number of vital customer-oriented and

business-suppon functioQS. These systems suppon a variety of carrier interactions with

customers, including:

• pre-ordering activities, such as determ.i.n.iI'lg a customer" s existing

service, verifying the customer service address, detennining services

and features or UNEs available to the customer at that address.

assigning telephone numbers. establishing a due date for service

installation, scheduling a dispatch when necessary, and determinine the

loa.g-&stance carrier choices ava.i.Llble for tbe customer's address;

• ordering activities, such as determining what services and features or

t.JNEs a customer wants, understanding how the customer wants his or

her directory listing to appear in the directory asSiSWlce bureaus and

white pages, subscribing the cuStomer to a loni-distance carrier. and

defining customer blocking requirements ~, 900, collect, etc.);
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repair, and billing is misleading at best. AT&T is not intimately familiar with each and

every interface that ~1s. Ham discusses in her affidavit, panly because there are a number

that S~T has never mentioned during ass negotiations betwccn our two companies. In

some cases, though, it appears from the affidavit that the capabilities of such interfaces are

inferior to (or no better than) the capabilities of the alternative interfaces that AT&T and

SVlBT are already planning to implement -- which themselves have not yet been shown to

satisfy the requirements of Sections 251 and 271 of the Act - OT that they cannot handle

large volumes of transactions.

46. In the interest of completeness, I will address at least briefly each

interlace identified by ?¥u. Ham as purportedly capable of providing nondiscriminatory ass

access. My maio focus, however, wi..ll be on the specific interfaces that AT&T and S'WBT

currently plan to implement in order to provide AT&T with access (though not

nondiscrirninaIDry access) to OSS.

a. Pre-Qrderin& Interfaces

47 0 EASE. As noted above, AT&T has decided to usc certain proprietary.

internal SWBT systems, despite their inherent limitations and associated excess costs, to

provide resold services to residential customers in order to ensure the earliest possible ma.rket

entry. One of these systems is S'WBT's Easy Access Sales Environment ("EASE U ).19

AT&T is currently in the process of testing the operational functionality of one type of EASE

I' AT&T initially informed S\VBT 00 May 9, 1996 tb.a!, because of the inadequacies of the
EASE interface, AT&T would not us.e it. AT&T subsequently notified SWBT on January
26, 1997 of its decision to use C-EASE on an interim basis.
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interface. Consumer EASE ("C-EASE"), for pre-ordering activities in connection with resale

of services to residential customers (as well as for ordering and provisioning for such

residential resale customers, as discussed below). However, EASE will be used only on an

interim ba.sis bea"5e, as S~T bas adcnowledeed,20 it is incapable of supporting the UNE

platfonn (or even the ordering of individual UNEs, such as unbundled loops), and because,

even for resale, EASE will not allow AT&T to serve business customers adequately and will

require excessive manual iotervernion and redundant operations even where it can be used

CLe., for residential accounts).

48. SW'BT's C-EASE system has such significant inherent shortComings for

pre-ordering that, if it is used for very long, AT&T or any other CLEe will be a! a

significant competitive disadvantage. AT&T's use of C-EASE on an interim basis for pre-

ordering simply does not afford interfaces comparable to those used by S~"BT's service

representatives when they interact with SWBT' 5 own retail customers. As illustrated in

A.rt.a.chment 18, because C-EASE is a proprieu.ry SW'BT system. it requires AT&T's service

representatives to learn and u.se [wo differenr sets of screens when interfacing with

customers, i.e., SVlBT's C-EASE screens and AT&T's internal system screens. SW'BT's

customer service representatives, on the other hand, can use one process and one set of

screens throughout the company to handle customer inquiries. Use of duplicate processes

and screens will inCre3se sales execution time as well as operating costs.

:0 ~ Ham Aft. Art. B at 1.
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49. Because of the limitations, const.raints, and duplicate or customized work

efforts ~, use of mUltiple systems) thaI this will cause, C-EASE cannot provide

nondiscriminatory access to SVlBT's ass prc-ordericg functions. Rather, C-EASE will

leave S~T with a decided adv.a.cta,ge in competing against AT&T and other CLECs for

residential. customers. SWBT's own customer-service representatives clearly will enjoy

quicker and more reliable access to more complete custOmer information than AT&T's

represenwi~es will receive using C-EASE. Thus, C-EASE plainly does not meet the

nondiscrimination requirements of Sections 251 and 271 for purposes of providing access to

SViBT's ass pre-ordering capabilities.

50. S'WBT's Business EASE (lOB-EASE") system is even more deficient than

C-EASE for pre-ordering, to the point where it does not even provide AT&T with an interim

solution to address the business market segments. In addition to the shoncomings and

constraints described above for C·EASE, B-EASE bas other limitations affecting pre-ordering

as well. The B-EASE platform (un.li.ke C-EASE, which is Windows-based) uses an 05-2

operating system and will therefore require CLECs such as AT&T to use two terminals (2.5

opposed to the split-screen arrangement for residential customers). Also, B-EASE is limited

to .Business POTS customen with fewer than 30 lines and does Dot 5uppon complex business

services, ~, PBXfDID trunks, ISDN, or Centrex. These limitations of B--EASE will create

a significantly larger volume of manual processing of orders via fax in comparison to that in

an ED! cnvironment. ED! is desizned to pro\ide electronic processitlg capabilities for

Business POTS with more than 30 lines and should also suppon electronic processing for

PBX and DID trunk orders.
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51. DataGate. As Ms. Ham states in her affidavit, AT&T has now begun

testing Sv.."BT's DaIaGate electronic gateway, Based on the results we have secn to date, our

current plan is eventually to use DataGaIe for pre"rdering functions. Systems interface

testing of the pre-ordering capabilities of DataGate for resale ha.s been completed between

AT&T and SVfBT. However, we have not yet begun to conduct operational readiness tcstin:

of DataGate with SVfBT under simulated production conditions. Such testing, which is

essential for determining whether DataGate can actually provide parity OSS access in tenns

of timeliness, accuracy. and reliability, is scheduled to san in Texas on May 20, 1997, and

our goal is to complete this key phase-within a period of approximarely two to three

months. Z1

52. Verigatc. We are less familiar v,'ith S'\VBT's VerigaIe interface than with

either EASE or DataGate, mainly because SWBT has never suggested to us that Verigate can

provide parity access to SVfBT's pre"rdering functions. To the best of my knowledge. the

fIrst we were aware of Verigatc lil'as when we saw it mentioned in SVlBT's Okla.homa SOAT

filing this past January. SWBT has never proposed thaI we test Verigate or offered to

21 Operatiooal readiness testing of DataGate is planned in conjunction with ORT for tbe EDI
and CNA interfaces, discussed below. This integrated end-to-end testing will involve, in
addition to pre-ordering activities, the ordering and provisioning of services; customer billing
(30 days after initial order); receipt.. processing, and application of bill payments; and
simul.a1ed repair, maintenance, and collections scenarios. AT&T and SWBT will test fU"St in
Tc:u.s because tba! is the only state where AT&T has a.n approved interconnection agreement
with S"WBT. The time needed subsequently to test in Oklahoma will, of COUfsc, depend in
part on the number and types of problems identified from the tests in Tex.a.s. MOfeC'ver,
even if the Texas tests go smoothly in certain respectS, it is impossible to be sure that the
same positive results will later hold in Oklahoma, because Oklahoma-specific conditions may
givc rise to new problems,
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demonstrate it to U3. Our understanding, though, is that Verigate cannot provide any pre-

ordering capability tha! is not obtain.a.ble via EASE or DataGate (and may be less flexible

than DataGa1e in terms of the screens that CLECs are able to use). This appears to be

corroborated by Ms. Ham's statement that Verigare "was designed for CUCs that do not

want [0 use EASE or to pursue development of their own graphic user interface, and are not

ready to use DeuaGate. lin

b. Ordering aDd Proyisionjpl Interfaces

53. E.ASE. As noted above in connection with pre-ordering activities,

although AT&T bas also decided to use the C-EASE interface on an interim basis for

ordering and provisioning for residential resale customers, EASE bas a number of· serioiJs

deficiencies that prevent it from serving as a means to provide CLECs with

nondiscriminalory access to those ass functions as well.

54. C-EASE is Dot connected with AT&T's downstream systems as it is with

S~"BT's downstream systems. As. an order is processed through C-EASE in S'WBT,

pertinent information is distributed automatically to the appropriate downstream SWBT

customer account and billinZ systems. In addition, SWBT's customer seIVice representatives

can use one process and one se< of sySLems, terminals, and screens througbout tbe company

to handle customer orders. By CODtrast, AT&T's customer service representatives will be

required to process some tIiUlSaCtiODS through C-E.A..SE, others ~, supplemental orders)

through SV/'BT's sepa..nue Service Order Retrieval and Distribution ("SORD") system. and

U Ham Aff. , 23.
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still others Ci...L, partial migntions):J manually based on fax transmittals. Use of mUltiple

system screens as well as multiple processes for handling of orders G&..., EASE vs. SORD

vs. fax) will create the need for specialized rrain.i.ng and complex meth0d5 and procedures,

and it is sure to leoithen the time a service representative spends making processing

decisions. hence takine away from the time available to spend with customers.

55. Likewise, using C-EASE will force AT&T's customer service

representatives to perform dual entry of CUSlomer-order information both into C-.EA~E and

into AT&T's own ordering system, so thaI AT&T's customer account information can be
J

stored and fed downstream to billing systems. This would Dot be the case if SWBT were

offering a~ elecuonic ordering and provisioning inteIface that would allow AT&T's ass

and S\VBT's ass to "talk" to one another electronically, without AT&T's service

representative acting as a go-between. Dual enO')' increases the time to complete an order.

thus increasing AT&T's s.a..les execution times as well as costs (also because development is

required to implement a split-screen for use by AT&T's customer service representatives).:.l.

In addition, it increases the potential for errors. These problems are underscored by the need

for AT&T, in order to use C-EASE, to develop methods and procedures for use of dual

systems by its customer service representAtives.

v "Partial mi&ntions" are insta..nces where customers cboose to move some but not all of
their lines associated with a given account from one carrier to another.

2-' AT&T has analyzed the possibility of using a technique known as "screen scraping,"
~(hicb is designed to move infol'llla.tion from one screen to iUlother, as an alternative to dual
entty. However, we have concluded that the new and unproven "screen scraping"
technology i5, at this point, no better an option for the situation we are facine with SVlBT
than having service rq>resentatives peIfonn dual enrry.
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56. Using C-EASE also will make it more difficult for AT&T to track

pending orders and follow through on questions or problems. C-EASE will not allow AT&T

to receive fum order confirmations or order completion notices electronically for panicular

orders. Instead, AT&T each day will receive a batch me, which it will then have to

download and match against its own order records. Once again, this means increased manual

intervention, time spent, potential for error, and cost.

57. As for B-EASE, as noted above, its use is limited to Business POTS

customers with fewer than. 30 lines and docs not support complex business services. nus

bas sig~cant r.unifications for ordering activities. As Ms. Ham concedes in her affidavit,

SW'BT currently has !1Q electronic means to receive and process service requests for business

accounts involving more than 30 lines and/or cenain complex serving arrangements ~,

multiline hunting, trunk groups, or DID OlJnks). Instead, CLECs must submit such requests

by phone or fax to S"WBT's Local Service Provider Service Ccnter ("LSPSC"), whereupon

SVl'BT will rely on "extensive manual coordination" to handle them. v

58. With respect to the processing of large, complex business orders. S'WBT

has contended tbat SV/BT itself handles such orders manually and thaI manual processing for

CLECs therefore achieves parity ueaonem. I do 1lQ! &e"Tee. For AT&T, additional manual

processing and delay are introduced because two service representatives (one from AT&T

and one from SWBT) are Deeded to write, input, fax, and re-input each order. Multiple

personnel and multiple manual eotries are not inherent in the S'WBT environment. Further,

1-' Ham Aff. , 35.
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based on AT&T's experience as a fledgling CLEe during the Rochester trial, it is clear thaI

being dependeot on an incumbent LEe's manual processes ~, fax machines) can routinely

cause problems such as orders being los! or othe[";l.lise mishandled.

S9. Finally, EASE's lack of partial migration capability is especially

detrimental in the busiJ'less market segments, where (as industry experience with long-

distance services teaches) it is more likely that customers will choose to buy services from

multiple carriers.

60. In short, S\VBT cannot possibly claim that providing EASE to AT&T or

other CLECs affords parity ass access for purposes of ordering and provisioning.

61. ~. AT&T's current plan is to use SWBT's EDI gateway to access

ordering and provisioning functions for resale business customers, based on our

understanding of the capabilities that EDI should ultimately be able [0 provide. However,

critical joint testing has Dot even begun. A3 Ms. Ham correctly stares, "the EDI ordering

processes are a new development to support an extremely complex task. ";:6 Use of £D1 for

ordering and provisioning involves extensive mapping and editing of information on both

sides of the interface. Among other things I this means that, for EDI to function properly,

numerous dau fields must be popu1.aled in a manner that is consistent with S'W'BT's business

rules. Because of the complexities inherent in the systems and business roles, there are

many possible circumstances tha1 can resll1t in orden being rejected. status reports not being

26 Ham Aft. 1 29.
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